
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 

In the Matter of an Investigatory and Repository ) 

File to Review Requirements of Eligible  ) 

Telecommunications Carries, Review the   ) 

Sufficiency of the Commission's Rules Concerning )  File No. TW-2012-0012 

the Missouri Universal Service Fund and  )          

Address Issues Raised in the FCC's Connect  ) 

America Fund Order Pertaining to the Federal ) 

Universal Service Fund in Missouri.   ) 

 

 

 

THE OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL’S SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS 

 

COMES NOW the Office of the Public Counsel (Public Counsel) and for its 

Supplemental Comments states as follows: 

Introduction 

Public Counsel provided comments on the Staff of the Public Service Commission’s 

(Staff’s) August 13, 2012, draft Chapter 31 Rule (Rule) revisions during the August 29, 2012, 

Workshop.  On October 12, 2012, Public Counsel filed updated comments responding to Staff’s 

October 4, 2012, revised draft.  These comments supplement those previous comments and are 

offered in direct response to the additional proposed revisions filed on November 6, 2012, and 

the Commission’s further inquiry described in an October 31, 2012, email from Commission 

Staff Telecommunications Manager John Van Eschen.  Mr. Van Eschen’s email indicates that 

the Missouri Commission seeks additional informal feedback regarding whether companies 

should be allowed to have flexibility in the consumer Lifeline application form.  The 

Commission asks interested parties to address comments, concerns and suggestions regarding the 
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proposed draft amendments contained in the file “Ch 31 Proposed Amendments” which was 

provided as an attachment to the email.  The Commission also asks whether the rulemaking 

needs to be amended in order to provide such flexibility. Additionally, the Commission seeks 

feedback about other state approaches to exerting oversight on consumer Lifeline application 

forms including links or documentation of another state’s specific rules or latest decision on this 

issue.   

General Position 

 Public Counsel supports the use of a generic Lifeline application form.  A generic 

Lifeline form assures consumers greater transparency in a competitive environment, facilitates 

improved program accessibility and minimizes the costs and administrative burden on agencies 

and organizations that assist with program delivery. 

Program Transparency 

Unlike some other state’s Lifeline programs, the Missouri Public Service Commission 

approved a Lifeline program design which places the burden of applying for Lifeline and the 

burden of ongoing verification on customers.  Neither the application process nor the 

recertification processes are automatic.  Customers on their own or with the assistance of social 

service agencies or other organizations must obtain, complete and submit an application and 

must provide documentation annually demonstrating continued eligibility.  The use of a generic 

form allows customers to gain familiarity with the document regardless of whether the customer 

changes service providers at the same location or changes service provider when the customer’s 

residence changes to a different location.  This is an important consideration for effective 

delivery of a program targeted to low-income consumers since the low-income population tends 

to move more often than the general population. 
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Accessibility 

 Due to differences in company service areas and the number of companies that might 

offer Lifeline service in a geographic area, the use of a generic Lifeline application form offers 

the opportunity for broader accessibility.  Using a single generic form facilitates the 

Commission, the Administrator, social service agencies and other organizations serving low-

income clients to distribute the application form electronically through email or on websites and 

through hardcopy in brochures at the point of service, in event handouts and in targeted mailings 

regardless of Lifeline service provider or geographic location.  

Training and Delivery Costs 

 Social service agencies and local organizations are key allies for the Commission in 

fulfilling the State’s obligation to preserve and advance universal service.  These entities meet 

with low-income consumers to evaluate consumer needs and to educate clients about the support 

mechanisms that might be available to assist them.  In addition to the time required to meet with 

clients, the agencies and organizations must train staff to be familiar with both the programs 

available to low-income consumers and the forms required to apply for support.  To date, 

agencies and organizations that are educating consumers about the Lifeline program have not 

received compensation from universal service funds to offset the cost of meeting with clients or 

the cost of training staff about the program.  The use of a generic Application form minimizes 

the burden that the Lifeline program places on these entities. 

Does the Rulemaking Need to be Amended in Order to Provide Flexibility for Company 

Specific Lifeline Application Forms 

  Section 4 CSR 240-31.050(3)(D)(1) would need to be amended. 

Other State Approaches  
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Although not an exhaustive list, Public Counsel has attached Lifeline application forms and 

associated authorization documentation from a number of states that appear to use generic 

electronic or hardcopy Lifeline application forms.  The states referenced include Florida, 

Minnesota, Texas, Utah, Vermont and Colorado.  In some cases the local service provider is 

responsible for providing the generic application to consumers.  In other cases a government 

entity is responsible for receiving applications, certifying customers and in some cases 

administers the fund.  

WHEREFORE, Public Counsel respectfully submits its Comments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

      OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL 

/s/ Christina L. Baker 

      By:___________________________ 

           Christina L. Baker    (#58303) 

           Senior Public Counsel 

 P O Box 2230 

                                                                         Jefferson City, MO  65102 

                                                                         (573) 751-5565 

                                                                        (573) 751-5562 FAX 

           christina.baker@ded.mo.gov 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing have been mailed, emailed or hand-delivered 

to the parties of record this 8
th

 day of November 2012. 

 

 

 

/s/ Christina L. Baker 
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